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1. Abstract  
The following project is a study on the influence of emerging media products of the 21st 
century. By conducting a focus group interview, this project examines how a modern media 
company, VICE, has achieved its success. The project seeks to investigate which techniques 
have determined the success within its current target demographic, and if said techniques can 
influence other demographics. 
 
2. Summary  
Dette projekt tager udgangspunkt i udviklingen af nyheder siden udviklingen af sociale 
medier. Specifikt foretager dette projekt en undersøgelse af nyhedsselskabet VICE og 
undersøger om selskabets anerkendte succes med den unge 20-30 års gruppe er et produkt af 
en ny tilgangsvinkel til journalistik og hvis dette er tilfældet, om den vil have samme udfald 
med en ældre demografi. Dette undersøger projektet ved hjælp af kvalitative 
fokusgruppeinterviews hvor kernen af undersøgelsen er at forstå og beskrive hvilke 
evalueringsprocesser finder sted ved introduktionen til henholdsvis nye og gamle medier. Den 
første del af opgaven, indrammer problemstillingen, konkretiserer selve projektet og tager et 
historisk og kommunikationsvidenskabeligt perspektiv til nyhedsmedier. Den data vi 
indsamler via disse interviews, bearbejdes i en analyse som benytter sig af anerkendte 
kvalitative analysemetoder af Barbour og Schrøder. Resultarterne diskuteres og sættes  i 
perspektiv til det større omfang af hvad det vil sige at forholde sig til konteksten og vinklen i 
nyhedsmedier.    
 
3. Introduction and problem definition 
The world of news is changing all the time, and how we experience news is also changing 
with the discovery and evolution of new types of media. The media company VICE has 
received a lot of attention in recent years, for their success in attracting the much sought after 
20-30 y.o demographic. This raises attention because this demographic in particular has been 
very hard for mainstream media to attract in the past decade. This in turn then makes us ask 
the question of what VICE does that makes it so attractive to this particular demographic, and 
leads us to the following problem definition: 
 
How does VICE reach their intended target group, and why would/wouldn’t VICE be able to 
reach an untargeted demographic with the same proceedings?  
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To answer this question we plan on conducting a qualitative study with two focus groups, a 
younger demographic (20-30) and an older demographic (50+). We will be setting up 
interviews where our participants will watch a video from VICE, and read a traditional news 
article on the same subject. We will then lead a discussion about the two products aiming to 
go in depth with their experience of the respective news media.  
 
4. Hypothesis 
We expect our findings to show that the way VICE videos and news is made, would appeal to 
an older segment of the population as well, if they were exposed to it on their premises.  
 
5. Motivation  
Our initial motivation was based on wanting to research if it is possible to influence online 
communities. Specifically the fan culture aspect of it and measuring if there were some tools 
that could easily be applied to provoke a change or make something happen within said 
community. From this point of interest we discovered that we already shared a common 
interest in VICE and were all fascinated with their different approach towards presenting 
news. We wanted to test their success and not only go in depth with the construction of their 
style of journalism, but also understand how it affected others, particularly those who were 
not part of their targeted demographic, which is the 20-30 y.o.  
 
6. Method 
6.1 Qualitative vs quantitative  
The very first, and most important thing in this section is of course which type of reception 
analysis we chose. We wanted to find out how two different age groups perceive the same 
news source, but at first we were not entirely sure if this would be best achieved through 
qualitative interviews, or quantitative surveys. It is not to say that quantitative research is not 
feasible, but rather that in order for it to achieve the desired effect, we would have had to 
dedicate an enormous part of the project towards designing the survey and ensuring that it 
fulfilled the purpose we intended. This would be a problem due to the size limitation on the 
project and it would mean that we would have to take space away from understanding the 
“why”. The main reason for doing qualitative interviews has to do with our general research 
approach. As mentioned before, we wanted to find out how a certain demographic perceived a 
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video and an article on the same subject, and why they did so. In this sense, qualitative 
research is a powerful tool because it allows an elaboration that quantitative does not. 
“Qualitative research is intended to approach the world ‘out  there’ and to understand, 
describe and sometimes explain social phenomena from the inside” (Barbour, 2007: xii). 
 
6.2 Choosing the groups 
When it came to choosing our groups, we followed information we found on the demographic 
of VICE as closely as possible (VICE, 2011: 4). After having reviewed their data, we decided 
that the best approach for us was to make the focus groups as open as possible on every factor 
besides age and gender representation. VICE has a 60-40% variation on gender 60% being 
male which in our case means it is roughly equal. VICE has little to no information on 
education, gender, and sexual orientation. The biggest factor besides age is that their viewers 
are big time consumers, we chose to ignore this factor because it has little relevance for our 
problem definition.  We chose our first group by combining the two main demographics in 
terms of age for vice. This age group (20-30) accounts for 66% of VICE’s viewers. This 
demographic will work as our control group which we intend to use to measure if we get 
results that match the data we found. We made the second group in the 50-60 range, which 
actually could have been 40+ if we look at the data from VICE. Only 6% of VICE’s viewers 
are above 40, and since the average age is 27 we decided to push the second demographic 
even further away hoping that even less of their viewers are over 50, although their data does 
not indicate this. Since we know that at the very least, less than 6% of VICE’s viewers are 
50+ we now know that the second group will be relatively unexplored grounds and should be 
able to provide us with some very insightful research. 
 
6.3 Conducting the interview 
Having chosen, and found our participants, we then moved on to deciding how best to 
approach the interviews with them. Firstly we decided that the two groups should have no 
contact to each other, or know about the other group at all. Next we had to make the choice of 
whether the interviews should be done on a one-on-one basis, or within the respective age 
groups. Several factors governed what we decided here. The first was that we wanted to 
promote a relaxed environment for the interview, and make it appear more like a discussion 
among friends, than an actual interview. We believed that in this way we would get more 
information from the participants because they would feel more comfortable when speaking 
their mind.“In comparison to one-to-one interviews, focus groups may also encourage 
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participation of individuals who may otherwise be reluctant to talk about their experiences 
due to to feeling that they have little to contribute to a research project” (Barbour, 2007: 19). 
This was the main reason for gravitating towards a focus group interview, as one on one could 
be seen as too interrogative. The second reason was the ever present lack of time and 
resources. Interviewing every single one of the eight participants individually, and then 
analysing each one of those interviews would simply be too time consuming for us to 
accomplish.  
Another conscious choice we made was in which way we would document our interviews. 
Written notes were out of the question, both because of the inaccuracy of said method, and 
because it would have the participants being constantly reminded that they were part of an 
interview.´Filming was also an option but required many considerations. What do we film? 
Do we focus? Why/why not? But most importantly having a camera pointed in their direction 
would make it appear less natural, and perhaps even be seen as somewhat intrusive. What is 
worse is that it could easily create an unnatural environment where people were aware of their 
reactions and emotions. This would be a great loss to our research because it would make us 
lose a large part of the authenticity of the research which is a big part of why we chose to do 
qualitative research to begin with. For these reasons we opted to do a sound recording instead. 
It is easier to accomplish inconspicuously compared to filming, and the quality of the sound is 
mostly unimportant, as long as it is intelligible. 
We also felt like it was important to take into consideration the surroundings in which the 
interview were to take place, and our appearance as well. For the younger group, we 
conducted the interview in a dorm common room. This was done to promote friendly 
discussion, by keeping them in a known and comfortable environment. We even made sure 
there was tea and coffee, to send across a message that we were in no rush, and that they 
could make themselves comfortable. For the older group (in both pairs), we were in their 
homes. This was both due to the logistical issues of getting them to come somewhere else, as 
they were busy, but also because we did not want them to feel that we were taking up too 
much of their time, or were otherwise inconveniencing them. We did not want the interviews 
to feel like they were a hassle to the participants, but as an interesting discussion, and by 
going to them instead of the other way around, we made sure that it was as convenient and 
comfortable for them as possible, and it was us being out of our “element”, and not the other 
way around.  
In regards to our appearance, we dressed the same for both groups, as the interviews took 
place on the same day. Having set the scene for the interviews, it was time to conduct them. 
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Here we had three points in which we planned to lead the discussion. Firstly, we would 
simply strike up a conversation related to what they know of Syria prior to watching the video 
or reading the article, and which types of media they normally use to inform themselves etc. 
After this, we would then show them the video, still recording any comments or reactions that 
they might have while watching it, and then quite simply ask them what they thought about it, 
and see where that conversation took us. When this was sufficiently discussed, we would then 
have them read the article, and follow the same procedure as before, with the video. Here the 
difference would be that both while and after reading the article, it would be somewhat 
unavoidable for them to compare it to the video, which is exactly why we chose not to present 
both products at the same time. By doing it this way, we would get their views and opinions 
on the video without them comparing it to anything that we presented them with, but still 
reach that comparative stage by then showing them the article afterwards. This obviously 
raises the question if the article is not at a disadvantage, since it will be compared to the video 
from the moment it is being read, whereas the video stands alone, but short of somehow 
inducing temporary amnesia on our participants, we saw no way to circumvent this. We 
thought of splitting them up in pairs, and having one pair be presented with the article first 
and vice versa, but decided against it, as we wanted it to be group interviews. 
 
7. Methodology 
As mentioned above, we chose a qualitative approach for our project. As we carried out a 
reception study, we were interested in the interviewees’ thoughts on what he or she has seen 
in the movie and respectively the article and how they perceived it. Thus, our approach draws 
on the idea of phenomenology. “Generally, in qualitative inquiry, phenomenology is a term 
that points to an interest in understanding social phenomena from the actor’s own 
perspectives and describing the world as experienced  by the subjects, with the assumption 
that the important reality is what people perceive it to be” (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009: 26).  
A semi-structured life interview, we believe, is the most suitable qualitative approach in order 
to find an answer for our research question, mentioned in chapter 1. Kvale and Brinkmann 
argue that this kind of interview seeks to obtain descriptions of the interviewees’ lived world 
with respect to interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena. Therefore, it gives 
a privileged access to people’s basic experience of the lived world (Ibid: 27-29). 
VICE’s success among the younger generation is undisputable. But why is this? This is the 
main point we want to find out. We are not interested in finding out who follows VICE and 
who follows traditional media sources. This could be part of quantitative study and is 
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something that has been done several times before. Our purpose is to find out what it is that 
makes VICE so special and successful. The interviews will allow us to answer this question 
because we can  go in depth and not only scratch on the surface of one’s opinion.  
As the video and the article are something that the interviewees have not read or seen before, 
the thoughts they have about them are formed at the moment when they are confronted with 
them. This makes our interview different from other qualitative interviews such as an 
interview about one’s drug experience for instance. Therefore, our process is, according to 
Kvale & Brinkmann, a process of knowledge construction (Ibid: 48). We as interviewers go 
on a journey and walk along with local inhabitants, asking questions and encouraging them to 
tell their own stories of their lived world (Ibid.).  
One of the main things to keep in mind is that every qualitative interview demands 
interpretation. Therefore, it has to fight with the criticism that it is biased. From a 
methodological positivist perspective the qualitative interview based on interpersonal 
interaction is unscientific (ibid.). To counteract this criticism we tried to limit our own 
interpretation to the lowest level possible. Nevertheless, we are fully aware that this is not 
entirely possible. However, this criticism can also be reversed and pointing to the strong 
points of qualitative interview research. The personal perspectives of the interviewees and 
interviewer can provide a distinctive and receptive understanding of the everyday life world 
(ibid: 171). And this is what we are aiming for. There is also the fact of explorative 
potentialities that should not be underestimated. In whichever direction our interview goes, 
whether we can prove that the older demographic would be interested in VICE content too, or 
if it is really tailored to a young segment or maybe neither of both, all the findings would be 
potential ground for new research.  
 
7.1 Reliability and validity of interview knowledge 
The reliability and validity of a paper such as ours is crucial. Kvale and Brinkmann mention 
that in the past, some qualitative researchers have ignored these questions. In our paper we 
retain the traditional concepts of reliability and validity. Our approach is therefore, similar to 
what Kvale & Brinkmann mention, not to reject the concepts of reliability, validity and 
generalization, but to reconceptualise them in forms relevant to interview research.  
We also want to  make sure that our interview does not serve to make generalizations about a 
phenomena. Whatever we find out, we should not forget that our findings may not be 
transferable to other subjects and situations. A persistent question posed to interview studies 
is whether the results are generalizable (Ibid: 261). It is not to say that we do not contemplate 
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on this, in fact, being capable of this is a major part of our methodological construct. But we 
must note that we cannot prove generalizability. We contemplate on the probabilities of our 
research being relatable to other academic work being made, but cannot guarantee that it is so. 
The reason for this is that giving a fixed answer on how a certain thing is, is not part of our 
academic work. In relation to our problem definition, the emphasis here lies on the can as 
opposed to the is. By that we mean if it is possible for an older demographic to value the 
attributes we and others who value VICE associate with the program. Once again we are 
dealing with our perspective of a program, and perhaps even more significant, our perspective 
of other’s perspective on the show. For this we have a control group and at the base of the 
discussion, comparing these two is a key step in creating holism in our methodology, but it 
does leave the foundation of this report on our interpretation of our interviews, our 
interpretation of the video and article and us forcing a comparison between between article 
and video, a comparison that also would be impossible to make objectively. Objectivity is 
therefore not an option. It is not a priority because it is realistically, not possible. What is 
possible however, is for us to share an experience we had by setting up an experiment. We 
dictated the setting of the environment but believe that its results will have value in relation to 
the problem statement we made. It is only through projecting our experience and arguing for 
the significance of our findings that we can hope our academic peers will share this 
understanding. This is why phenomenology is such a critical part of our methodological 
approach and why our research must be approached with the same openness and reflection we 
approached our interviewees with in order to be sensible for any academic purposes.  
 
8. The video 
The first product for our reception study is a five minute video from VICE Media about the 
civil war in Syria. The title is “Assad’s child victims”. The footage is recorded by the 
photojournalist and videographer Robert King who has been one of the only journalists in the 
war zone in Syria. The movie is the first episode of a series of short movies about the conflict 
in Syria. This part was published on  October 22nd 2012 on the website of VICE media as well 
as on the VICE YouTube channel. Until present it has received over 460’000 views on 
YouTube. The whole series consists of ten episodes, whereat the first six episodes were all 
published in 2012. The six episodes were later adjusted and integrated into a 25 minutes 
documentary. This documentary was published in September under the name “Ground Zero 
Syria: Chapter 1”. We have chosen Syria because we wanted a topic that was global and 
appealing for not only one demographic. For instance, if we had chosen a movie about a 
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contemporary pop music singer who is only famous among a younger generation, we would 
not have been able to make a comparison because the older demographic would not be 
interested in such a topic. We chose this particular video because of two reasons. First and 
foremost, it has gotten the most views on YouTube from all the episodes. Secondly, we 
wanted to find out if our interviewees were interested in watching more after they have seen 
this movie. Thus, it made sense that we picked the first episode of the series. 
The footage of the first episode was shot inside a field hospital in Al-Qusair that serviced both 
Civilians and fighters of the Free Syrian Army (FSA). FSA is an armed opposition structure 
operating in Syria since the start of the civil war. The film tells the story about children being 
injured and killed by the Syrian government during the civil war.  Generally said, what stands 
out in the movie is the naked and uncensored footage of the events happening in the hospital. 
If doing a quick content analysis of the article, using Roman Jakobson’s communicative 
functions (Juel, 2013), it seems obvious that some of the communicative function are 
predominant in the movie and these are the ones we will focus on. The referential function is 
very clear, as the movie is referring to the Syrian civil war, in this case to a certain aspect 
(child victims). The emotive function should tell us something about the sender’s attitude 
towards the portrayed topic. The fact that the events are shown in a brutal  makes it clear that 
the sender wants to give the viewer the most honest view to what is happening in this field 
hospital. The conative function is closely related to it. The brutal footage of the events is 
indisputably shocking. We believe that this is an implicit demand for the viewer to think 
about this conflict and the atrocities that are happening there. Another dominating function is 
the phatic function that points to the contact between the sender and the receiver. VICE uses 
Dr. Qasim, an elderly, male doctor in the hospital as a witness of the events. He establishes a 
relationship with the viewer by telling his story pointing out how terrible the humanitarian 
situation is.   
 
9. The article 
For our second product, we have chosen an article from the Washington Post, an American 
daily newspaper, which we consider both widely known and well respected, as it is both the 
most widely read in its area of distribution, and also the oldest. Our criteria for this second 
product were the following: It had to be something that is not too biased in terms of political 
viewpoints, it had to be a traditional news source, it had to have an article that was relevant 
and comparable to what the video covers. In all of these respects, we feel that our 
requirements are fulfilled. The Washington Post is commonly regarded as not being too 
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biased politically, and only slightly leans to the republican side. It is definitely traditional 
news, being a well-known newspaper, and it covers the same topic as our video, albeit in a 
different manner. 
The article is written by Samer Attar, an assistant professor of orthopedic surgery, and centers 
on the humanitarian aid, or lack thereof, provided to Syria. It describes some of the atrocities 
seen in the hospitals, and the difficult conditions under which the staff must work. 
Furthermore it addresses the absurdity of chemical weapon inspectors being allowed freely 
into the country, but humanitarian aid being denied, and states that if nothing changes about 
this, the winter will only pile up the casualties. If once more doing a quick content analysis of 
the article, using Roman Jakobson’s communicative functions (Juel, 2013), it is clear that 
although all of them are arguably present, some are definitely more dominant, and it is these 
which we will focus on. To start off with, there is a very clear referential function present, as 
the whole article is about events caused by the civil war in Syria, namely the state of the 
hospitals and humanitarian aid, and thus keeps referring to this in all aspects. Then there is the 
emotive function, which raises the question what the text reveals about the sender. In this we 
have both the Washington Post, and the writer as senders, and the text reveals right off the bat 
that the writer is someone who speaks from past experience, as he is an assistant professor 
who has worked at the actual hospitals in Syria. It shows that the he is critical of the Syrian 
government in their denying humanitarian aid and the targeting of civilians, and it can be 
assumed that the Washington Post thereby agrees in this regards. Lastly there is the conative 
function, which is a little tricky. In a sense it is closely related to the other two, since the 
article uses the referential function in an emotive (perhaps even phatic, since they are 
humanizing the victims by describing the gory details witnessed) way in order to make you do 
something. Obviously, the change demanded is that humanitarian aid be allowed access to 
Syria, but this is a very ambitious thing to ask of the average reader, and it must thus be 
assumed that aside from perhaps seeking to inspire people to rallies or protests against Syria, 
the conative function of the text is mainly meant for politicians and governments, people in 
power who can actually change something. 
 
10. History 
Before we begin analyzing our results from our interview, we will provide some background 
information on the the type of media we are working with. In this section we will be working 
with news from a scientific and historical perspective. We will approach this by explaining 
how news works within the field of communication, since this understanding will help us shed 
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a light on what happens in different types of media and how it is possible to approach research 
within this field. We will then explain how news has changed historically and finally, look at 
what these changes have meant for the development of news in the 21st century. 
 
10.1 Trust and media 
Basic communication theory can give us a good understanding of what happens when we 
share information with each other, this process is what defines the term 
“news”(dictionary.com). 
 
(Meusanus.Wordpress.com) 
This model known as the “Mother of all communication models”, explains that when we 
deliver information to each other, we cannot ever hope or aim towards representing the exact 
reality of the moment it happened. This is because any interpretation of an event means that 
we are no longer sharing exactly what happened and in order to share an event with someone 
else, we must interpret it, because this is the way people gather information 
(Meusanus.wordpress.com). We call this noise in the model and although there are three 
fields which determine noise: Technical, semantic and effectiveness, all of these fields are 
relatable to the delivery of news, depending on which aspect we focus on. Orally, and mostly 
in terms of effectiveness, exaggeration when sharing a story with someone else is a common 
noise. In order to provoke the same feeling of emotion that the sender had, he/she exaggerates 
because an oral delivery is not likely to deliver the same emotions as the actual event 
(Mesanus.worpress.com). Sharing information this way means that if we want to learn 
anything about happenings that we ourselves, did not witness, we have to trust the 
information we receive from others. This lies at the base of any communication model, but 
when we speak of news, we operate with an entirely different model. News for us today is not 
adequately represented in this model because we have invented methods and technology to 
gain people’s trust, and to limit the noise on all three parameters, especially the technical and 
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effectiveness parameter (ibid.). 
 
(Meusanus.wordpress.com) 
This model by Westley and Maclean represents a communication model made for what we 
refer to as “the media” or “mass media”. The idea behind this is that we today have a part of 
society whom we entrust to tell us what happens all over the world. Depending on the 
situation, the media is either (A) or (C), but usually (C) and they either select events or 
receive a selection of events (X) made by others and present them to the public (B). (A) is our 
sender and (C), is our gatekeeper. The sender can vary entirely on the situation. This means 
that we trust (C) to bring us (B) what matters most regarding news. This is obviously a 
tremendous power for one part of society to have and in the past we saw feedback to either 
sender or gatekeeper as the only way of controlling this system. The public (B) might have 
felt a story was biased or manipulated and their feedback to the sender, the government for 
instance, will cause the government to fine the media for distorting the truth for whatever 
reason they may have had. This process is very complicated when you compare it to the 
amount of media we consume in society. If we were to critically examine everything, we 
would be doing nothing else all day, so this raises the question, how did the media earn our 
trust and how is the media able to inform so many people? 
 
10.2 Media development and the seven types of mass media  
When it comes to types of media we can put mass media into seven categories:  
1. Print (books, pamphlets, newspapers, magazines, etc.) from the late 15th century 
2. Recordings (gramophone records, magnetic tapes, cassettes, cartridges, CDs, DVDs) 
from the late 19th century 
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3. Cinema from about 1900 
4. Radio from about 1910 
5. Television from about 1950 
6. Internet from about 1990 
7. Mobile phones from about 2000 
(pediapress: 3)  
An important thing to notice about media is that one type of media does not replace another. 
Recordings has e.g. been a type of media that has been under development for over 100 years, 
and it changes depending on the other types of media that dominate society. Many of the 
types of media contain the same elements and characteristics, but the way we consume the 
media are very different. Although both television and cinema have moving pictures and 
audio, they are very different because of our expectations towards watching a movie on the 
TV compared to the cinema, and the idea of going out, where one could argue that cinema is a 
social event that engages you with society, and TV is more flexible and does not need a social 
event as part of consuming it, although it does not prohibit it. 
Until radio, we had a relatively slow moving media. All of these media types require a 
preparation and a physical product that must be sent out and sold. In this process, mass media 
simply means having the industrial capability to produce a media and spread it out to a nation 
or more (ibid: 4). This is a costly affair and it means that only profitable companies or 
companies backed by the state are capable of reaching the masses. With the development of 
TV and Radio, this does not change, but an interesting process happens with the invention of 
televised news which we refer to as “mainstream media”. Mainstream media is a term 
emerged to describe media that meets the professional standards and costs that went up during 
the 20th century to maintain the standard (ibid:5). Mainstream media can be found on any of 
the 7 types of mass media. Mainstream media is also mass media, but mainstream media has 
set out to meet standards that the market has established are the “most preferred” ways of 
media consumption: “Corporations sell audiences to other corporations. In the case of the 
elite media, it’s big businesses” (Chomsky 1997: 13). Mass media simply means being able 
to reach out to many. Mainstream means to focus on targeting the masses as a business model. 
Although mainstream media can be found on any of the 7 types, the most prominent ones are 
news broadcasted on TV, Radio and Newspapers. In the US, the biggest and most profitable 
companies all operate with mainstream media as their preferred way of broadcasting news. 
Time Warner, VIACOM, Vivendi Universal, Walt Disney, General Electric and News Corp 
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own 90% of all media created in the US (Frugal Dad, 2012), so setting the standards for 
mainstream media is big business. Although the qualifications to meet mass media have been 
relatively low for decades and extremely low ever since the internet emerged (more on that 
later), the cost for mainstream media, has gone higher and higher. The production quality of 
mainstream media is the most expensive type of news media there exists (Chomsky 1997: 6). 
It is not necessarily related to the quality of the content but rather the raw cost of production 
value. Furthermore, the amount of coverage we are used to has risen exponentially and this is 
to be expected since the cost of communication between people and the distance between 
people in the world has always been a diminishing factor with technological advancements. 
Nevertheless mainstream media is the most trusted source of news and the most consumed 
source of news, and a possible reason for this is that we expect their coverage to be of higher 
quality than what we could get from sharing stories with each other.  
“Okay, you look at the structure of that whole system. What do you expect the news to be 
like? Well, it’s pretty obvious. Take the New York Times. It’s a corporation and sells a 
product. The product is audiences. They don’t make money when you buy the newspaper. 
They are happy to put it on the worldwide web for free. They actually lose money when you 
buy the newspaper. But the audience is the product”. (ibid: 12) 
One of the sources where mainstream media has gained the public’s trust comes from their 
projection of objectivity (ibid:10). Shannon and Weaver’s basic communication model covers 
noise as being a factor that means reality can never be projected from one source to another 
and mainstream media has sought to diminish this noise greatly by being able to show you the 
event televised, and in some cases even live. This projection of objectivity gives mainstream 
media the ability to seem honest and capable of showing reality to its viewers, a 
misconception that both models prove is an impossibility. Not only because noise is 
impossible to remove, but also because even when we show multiple sources (as with our 
second model), someone has to decide which sources to show and which to remove, this 
cannot be done objectively and thus the only problem that can be addressed is when 
mainstream media claims it is objective or “fair and balanced” (Fox News 2012). Mainstream 
media has changed much since its development in the 50’s. A measure of success, especially 
in televised news, has been to be the first ones to report on the story or provide new 
information on a story already covered in the media. This criteria became incredibly hard to 
live up to during the 2000s when the internet came along. 
 
 
16 
 
10.3 The internet - you heard it here first 
The internet has technically existed since the 1950’s since it is simply the ability for multiple 
computers to send information to each other (Pediapress: 20). in the early 2000’s the 
development of web 2.0 and the PC becoming a part of the household changed the entire way 
in which media could be consumed. The internet was a very limited place before this and only 
text was seen as a reliable source of sharing information online. With the development of 
Web 2.0, it soon became possible to code much more complex systems online that could meet 
the attractive standards set by mainstream media. Furthermore, with the development of social 
media and particularly Youtube in 2007-2008 uploading videos at soon to be HD quality, was 
something that anyone could do. This is closely connected with the seventh type of mass 
media and the mass production of cellphones. When we differentiate between mainstream 
media and mass media both the internet and cell phones play a vital part and are closely 
connected. With the power of today’s internet we now all run our own newspaper. Facebook, 
Twitter and Reddit have all contributed to allow anyone to share any information and 
permanently keep it available to everyone. after 2010 and still counting, cell phones with the 
ability to capture video at HD quality, go online and broadcast it to the world, have become a 
commodity that has even begun to exceed the Western World, for example The Arab Spring 
of 2011 (pediapress: 7). These two developments have radically changed how we used to 
view news and how we see them today. News used to be something we were told by those 
who specialized in producing it and we relied entirely on their ability to tell the truth to keep 
us informed. With mass media number 6 and 7 two things in particular, now characterize how 
we consume news: 
1. We are choosing what we want as news 
2. We are trying to tell others what they should think is news 
Number one depends entirely on who you ask, but being very critical and specific about your 
news consumption today has become as easy as watching the 9 o’clock news. The important 
thing to note here is that how you consume news can never be isolated or objective because of 
characteristic number two. The only place that connects you to any news source you wish also 
tries to tell you what others see as news. Shares, likes, number of searches, plays, all are 
indicators of popularity and this process can be described as a democratization of news. 
Perhaps it is this that has sparked such an interest for VICE. Their ratings are high on every 
social media and if one sees social media as a democratization of news, this would most 
certainly be the case, especially with the young demographic. What we seek to further 
investigate in this paper, will be if the popularity contest also allows for use of similar tools of 
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production quality and topic popularity that made the latter media, mainstream media, so 
popular?  
 
11. Analysis  
11.1 20-30 years old demographic 
Before we begin examining the effect of VICE on our 50+ demographic, we will use our 20-
30 demographic as a control group. Although VICE’s popularity in the 20-30 demographic is 
easily proven (VICE, 2011: 4), it is important to understand why exactly this is. As a study 
based on phenomenology, studying the evaluation process of these individuals is what allows 
us to attempt describing a reality isolated from relatable and/or external experiences. We 
expect the 20-30 group to be captured by the video, but because of our setup, we can study on 
a personal level, what specifically interests them and capture the social processes that happens 
in an event like this.  
Our four participants of the interview will be referred to Maria, Sarah, Johannes and Christian 
throughout the whole interview, these are not their real names. The interview is divided into 3 
sections. The participants were first asked about what they know about the Syria conflict. 
They were then showed the VICE video which was followed by a discussion about it. After 
the discussion about the video we gave them the article from the Washington post and 
discussed it after they had read it. In the third part of the interview we compared the two 
contributions to each other and what they evoked in the participants. 
 
All the participants stated that they heard about the Syria conflict before. The preemptive 
conversation was however, relatively limited. For Sarah the main problem in the region and 
reason for the war was “Islam combined with democracy”.  Two of the others also mentioned 
“Islam” as the key factor. Only Johannes mentioned Arab Spring in his explanation. It was 
interesting that Christian himself felt that he was lacking in knowledge on this subject and that 
the other’s, to a varying extent felt similarly: “I really have not been paying that much 
attention, it’s kind of embarrassing”, Sarah agrees. Christian continued: There is so much 
stuff happening in the world, it is hard to keep up with everything out there. I am much more 
interested in other things, such as sports.”  
All of the participants said that foreign politics is not something they follow but also stated 
that it does not have a high significance in their home country’s news coverage.”If I turn on 
the news, everything I see is about Japan”, is what Maria said. Christian from Poland and 
Sarah from France agreed with Maria and said it would be the same in their countries. When 
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we examine this answer in comparison with the theory we use, this leads more towards an 
attempt to justify the lacking knowledge that they were already embarrassed of. This is seen 
by the fact that Maria brought the issue up and made it easier for the others to agree with it 
because they did not have to feel bad about it anymore since someone had already mentioned 
it. Whether they would have said this in an one-on-one interview as well, can not be clarified, 
since it needs to be acknowledged that focus groups can overemphasize consensus (see 
Barbour, 2007: 130). Johannes was the only one that did not mention the lack of coverage on 
behalf of the Austrian media, but his lack of interest. “I am more interested in other things 
and also: I am fed up with the news about this war. It has been going for the last two years, 
and I don’t want to hear about it anymore.” Overall, it can be said that the participants of our 
interview were all aware of a conflict in Syria, but they did not have profound knowledge 
about it, mainly because of a lack of interest. 
When exposed to the video the participants seemed deeply moved by the images they saw on 
the screen. One of the female participants put her hands in front of her eyes during scenes that 
included the display of dead and badly injured child bodies. After showing the video, the 
group remained silent for approximately 15 seconds. When we asked towards how it made 
them feel, Maria stated that she felt “powerless and sad”. Sarah and Christian agreed, but 
Christian stressed another factor that seemed important for him. “I feel bad about myself - I’m 
here... in a nice and secure country and at the same time innocent children are getting killed - 
it makes me feel ignorant.”  All of the others agreed with what Christian said. Johannes, who 
is a regular VICE follower, stated that this was the most brutal video he has ever seen from 
VICE. When asked whether they felt that the brutality is justified, they all said Yes. “It is 
brutal - but in a good way I believe. It makes you aware of what is going on there. I have 
never seen anything like this before. It really wants to move people and I think it does.” 
Sarah’s statement for instance illustrates once again how the movie succeeded in conveying 
emotion and consternation. It also shows that moving the viewer in a provocative way is seen 
as a good way to do journalism. This raises the question about what journalism should do for 
society and what its purpose is. We will discuss these questions later in our report because we 
feel that the VICE’ s approach to topics is closely linked to it. 
When asked about the credibility of the movie, Johannes, Christian and Sarah said they see 
the movie as trustworthy. Only Maria seemed sceptical, saying “I don’t know if I can believe 
this, the pictures could be fake” .  
 After having read the article, they all agreed that it was a decent piece of writing that showed 
a deep view into the situation but none of them seem to be moved. This is interesting 
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considering that especially the first part of the article plays with written pictures of horrific 
events in one of the hospital in Syria. For instance here: “Civilian with bellies torn open from 
shelling held their intestines in their hands….a little boy whose crushed legs had been 
amputated asked me to bring him prosthetic limbs if I ever returned.”  When asked what 
stands out in the article, Johannes was the only one who said that the article was similar to the 
video because “both play with pictures of badly injured victims of Assad’s regime”. The other 
participants all talked about  the depth that they got from the article, not mentioning the 
civilian casualties with one word. We presume that the main reason for the neglection of the 
first part of the article was because we showed them the video before and they were still taken 
aback by it and therefore they only skimmed the first part of the article. On the other hand, it 
is also possible that they read the whole article carefully but were just not as moved by the 
written pictures as before by the moving ones. Christian’s statement supports this theory: 
“This doesn’t affect me that much.. It’s less than pictures… In general I think pictures, they 
move more, but I think it’s this video in particular”. The fact that they were deeply affected 
by the video was easily observable in the following minutes. The interviewees immediately 
began comparing the article and video with each other: Our original plan was to look at the 
article separately before comparing, but we chose not do so. To which extent a moderator 
should steer the discussion is thematized a lot in focus group literature. In the book “Doing 
focus groups” by Barbour it says that the open-ended nature of focus groups makes it so 
valuable because it allows to explore issues of salience of participants rather than rigidly 
pursuing the researcher's agenda. However, it is also mentioned that focus groups where the 
moderator does not take the role of directing the discussion are not focused enough to be 
called focus groups (Barbour, 2007: 110). 
 Whether it was the right choice not to interfere in this situation and to steer the discussion 
according to our agenda is a niggle  that we have to consider when analysing the generated 
data. We believe, however, that it was justified since the main goal of our project was to fully 
understand the effect of the video and the fact that the interviewees themselves answered our 
question by comparing the article to the video indicated the profound effect that the video 
had. It dominated the conversation completely. When asked how they felt about the article, 
Sarah stated that she felt informed after reading the article. She then immediately compared 
the article to the video. “After the video I felt moved and was curious….I wanted to know 
more. I did not feel that I got news out from it but I wanted to find out more about the topic. 
The article on the other hand gave me information - which was also very good. I think that the 
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video is here to shock you and the article wants to inform you”.  The others agreed and 
Christian added “the video makes you more concerned, the article doesn’t do that”.  
They all agreed that the article was trustworthy, including Maria who doubted the truth of the 
video. When asked why she trusted the article more, she referred to the Washington post as 
renowned newspaper. When asked from which of the two sources they would like receive 
news from in the future, they concordantly said they would prefer VICE, all of them saying 
that the VICE’s approach towards this topic was more interesting. Johannes’s statement as an 
example: “The article is nice...but you can read this everywhere”. This suggests that the 
approach that VICE has is something new and unique which sets it apart from other media 
institutions. This raises the question whether the different approach towards a topic is the 
main reason why young people follow VICE. For Johannes who is a regular VICE follower, it 
is not only their style of journalism.  
“What I like is of course their way of presenting stories. If you read or watch stuff from VICE, 
you get the feeling to be really close to the story they are telling, that’s really cool. But for me 
it’s also the choice of topics they cover. On their website you find a huge variety of topics that 
I’m interested in. And the thing that makes me follow VICE is the fact that everything is 
online. I’m an online junkie, I guess I consume around 90% of the news online and then 
maybe 5% on TV and 5% on the radio.”  
 
11.2 50+ demographic 
Our four participants in this interview will be referred to as Carsten, Annette, Hans and Tina 
throughout the analysis. These are not their real names.  Schrøder’s six point dimensional 
reception theory will be kept in mind when analysing the 50+ demographic. The six points 
are: Comprehension, motivation, position, discrimination, text and evaluation, with the points 
all the points referring to not only our chosen article and video as text, but the situation in 
Syria as well (Schrøder, 2000, p. 11). 
The first thing to note in regards to the results we received from the interview with the older 
focus group, is that they had much more to say. Indeed, the interview itself lasted more than 
two and a half hours, and could have gone on longer if we had not chosen to wrap it up. The 
structure we chose to do the interviews in (pre-emptive questions, video, article, comparison) 
showcased this immediately. Just by asking them the general questions of what they knew 
about the civil war in Syria, and how they informed themselves, we were given a wealth of 
information, that easily could have taken up even more time than it did. They were all well-
informed about what was happening in Syria, due to news being a part of their every-day life. 
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When asked what type of news they preferred, all of them answered that they watched it on 
TV, but also that they noted whatever was sent to them, or recommended by friends and other 
trustworthy sources through social media sites for instance, which they all used to a varying 
degree. 
An example is Carsten, when asked what he knows about the conflict, replying "the conflict is 
something that has been waiting to happen and is linked with the arab spring . . . what people 
don't realize about syria is that syria is such an unstable part in that region having a jewish, 
christian, muslim (sunni shiite), and clan tribes faction in the structure of the country, when 
the government collapses, it will be scary" 
Here we can see that this is a story he has been following for a long time, and that he has kept 
updating his knowledge on it continuously through news. If looking at not just him, but the 
rest of the group in this preemptive regard, applying Schrøder’s motivation part of his 
dimensional model, It appears that the 50+ group is genuinely interested in talking about 
Syria. Of course this conversation is made possible by us setting up an interview, the topic 
however is appreciated and is shaped by them into something that interests them. (ibid, p. 12). 
It is also clear that Carsten has an opinion right off the bat. Without being prompted, he looks 
not only at the entirety of the conflict, but draws connections to other happenings in the world 
and the surrounding region, indicating a general interest in being informed and a desire to 
personalize the topic and compare it to related subjects that interest him. When asked how and 
why they specifically knew so much about Syria, all interviewees agreed that they believed it 
was important to stay informed about these events, but there are two other factors that are 
interesting to note: “It’s everywhere, and it’s been so for a long time” is what Hans says, with 
the rest agreeing. They are saying that in their opinion, it would be next to impossible not to 
know anything about the Syria conflict if you even have a cursory interest in the news. This 
leads to the second noteworthy thing, because it suggests that they are part of a social circle 
where this type of knowledge is not only valuable, but expected. Indeed, slightly later during 
the pre-emptive part of the interview, they all say that they discuss many of these things 
amongst themselves, and also with other friends, family and colleagues, thus confirming this 
hypothesis. It also suggests that they not only know about the conflict in some details, but that 
they have been exposed to differing opinions about it, and that they themselves are 
opinionated, since part of the function news has for them is as a social subject, which is to be 
discussed and explored. It should be noted however, that when it comes to Annette, she 
mentions that although she has followed the news about it, she has not gone further in depth 
than what the news have shown her, or what she has come to know through talking to her 
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friends about it. In other words, her knowledge is something that is imparted upon her through 
TV, instead of her researching it out of personal interest. Another example of how they 
receive their news is when Carsten says “Actually I have friends in Egypt, so every now and 
then they post a little thing to me on Facebook about what is happening”, pointing towards 
the importance of world news being seen as relevant in their social circle, and once more 
verifying the strong motivational aspect they have. Here it is also appropriate to mention the 
position of the group, which can be seen as being that of older mentors, or perhaps even 
experts in a field, at least in their perception. They in fact almost take a lecturing position 
towards us. this would have been different had we been part of the conversation but because 
we as interviewers ask the questions, this becomes the natural state of the conversation (ibid, 
17). Tine states something in regards to the type of news she encounters, without us actually 
asking her “There is the humanitarian part, and the political part . . . the humanitarian part is 
put aside and the focus is on the political part”. This is interesting, because it shows that if 
what she believes is true, then VICE actually does do something out of the ordinary, by 
focusing almost solely on the humanitarian aspects, thereby differing from regular news. 
When asked whether or not they knew VICE, they all replied that they did not, afterwhich we 
explained to them shortly what it was, in which Carsten noted two things in particular: 
Trustworthiness, and style of journalism. In regards to the trustworthiness, he expressed 
reservations to the source of the news, because he was not sure where it came from, or what 
their agenda was, and when the style of journalism was explained to him (going in depth, 
sometimes undercover, seeing things firsthand etc) he replied “Actually that’s one of the 
things framing this conflict” by which he meant that news media in particular are covering 
this through recordings made by both freelance journalists taking risks, but also the general 
population, with their cellphones and via social media. 
We then showed them the video, watching it with them, but also observing how they reacted 
to it. None of them said anything while they watched it, and all of them seemed very 
captivated by it. Tina was holding a hand over her mouth during some of the more graphic 
parts, and was shaking her head. Other than this small gesture, there was not much to note 
aside from their silence, which followed even after the video was finished, until we asked 
them what they thought about it. Hans answered first, stating “this video is actually just 
framing one area of the war, specifically targeting the problem of civilian casualties” to 
which Carsten quickly agreed. Tina’s immediate question was interesting, as she asked “are 
they covering both sides of the conflict?” which suggests that on some level, she also focuses 
a lot on trustworthiness, like Carsten had earlier said. However, when we explained that there 
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are no videos on VICE covering the governments side of the civil war, she did not find it any 
less trustworthy, and Carsten suggested that this was because “it is biased, but it doesn’t 
matter that it’s biased . . . neutrality doesn’t exist - so why bother?”. Annette stated that the 
video was“very emotional - I wouldn’t choose to see it like that, if it wasn’t thrown in my 
head, but at the same time I think it’s important because people don’t know what’s going on” 
which shows that she in fact also finds it trustworthy, and in spite of not wanting to see such 
graphic images, finds this type of journalism important in that sense. They all started 
discussing whether or not it was necessary to show such horrible footage, with Annette, as 
stated earlier, arguing for it, while Hans exclaimed that: “when there is too much emotion 
crammed into something, it is difficult to see it clearly”. He was very cautious about the video 
and VICE in general because “they try to move me - and they succeeded! But when that 
happens, an alarm goes off in my head that tells me to beware, and I ask what do they 
want?”. The fact that emotion is such an important part of the video had the opposite effect 
on him, and instead of making him feel more connected to what was happening, he backed off 
a few steps, in order to “see the picture more clearly” as he stated. He said that if it was not 
for the fact that he knew so much about Syria, he would have been even more cautious of the 
video, and like the rest he does not find VICE particularly untrustworthy, but thinks that in 
some sense the video tries to capitalize too much on shock value. In all of these first reactions 
to the video, we see that the point of discrimination comes up, as all of the decoders, the 
participants, somewhat question the intention of the coders, VICE (ibid, 15). Hans felt it 
important to stress that there was nothing directly new about the war, or the style of 
journalism saying that “I think I’ve seen a lot of these videos” and he then uses the video of 
the famous “napalm girl” which was taken during the Vietnam war as an example of 
something similar. Everyone but Annette agrees with him on this, who believes that there is 
something the VICE video does that she has not seen before. To that she adds that similar 
videos might be out there, but that the focus of the traditional media (here she means 
newspapers/tv) is not so much on the human suffering, but the politics. Carsten reinforces 
that, by stating “politics are capable of doing one thing - keeping you away from reality, and 
people are fed up with politics” as an explanation for why videos such as the ones VICE 
produces are successful. Hans says that “a democratization process of media is going on” in 
regards to what was mentioned earlier about everyone being able to transmit news via their 
phones and on social media sites. He sees this as a good thing, as it allows you to sift through 
all sorts of news stories and make up your own opinion out of it. Here Carsten interrupts him, 
and says that although he can definitely see the point of the video, and believes what he sees, 
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he would prefer the written word, as it allows time for reflection. Hans and him then 
somewhat criticize the video, as they believe it focuses on making you feel guilt and outrage, 
yet does not promote reflection. Annette disagrees in this respect, and Tina joins her. They 
both noted that although VICE shows us these horrible imagery, that it also shows something 
assuring, with Tina saying “but this video is also telling that there are people who believe, 
and people who are doing everything they can to help, so there is hope”. This is a side that 
the two men did not consider, and they had to concede to Tina and Annette that it was true, 
and there were positive aspects, with the video not only showing a hopeless situation and 
aiming to make you feel powerless, but also showing that something is being done about it. At 
the end of our video part, it is then appropriate to note the overall point of comprehension of 
the group. Although the older group has slightly differing opinions, they all wind up with 
agreeing with one another, which means that apart from slight heterosemic nature of some of 
their arguments, the main ones are in fact monosemic (ibid, 13). After this, we gave them 10 
minutes to read the article, and continued from there.“It didn’t give me so much” was what 
Annette said in regards to how interesting it was, and what she learned from it, however, she 
did note that it was very trustworthy due to it being built up with facts, and being a proper 
article, so to speak. Likewise, they all say to have noticed that it was written by someone who 
had been in Syria and worked at the hospitals, and that it added to the credibility of it as well. 
All of the interviewees shared this view, and although Carsten thought the article was 
interesting because it focused on the humanitarian part, generally speaking, they did not feel 
there was much to discuss about the it, but instead continued on to talk about Syria in general. 
Here it could be said that we should perhaps have lead the conversation back to the article 
itself, but not doing that showed us what they use news for firsthand: As a starting point for 
socializing. They all had varied opinions and thoughts about the war and general situation in 
Syria, and the article served to spark this conversation between the four of them, whereas the 
video made them talk specifically about itself and the graphic images it presents. This once 
more shows the point of motivation come up, as they freely did not just debate a topic we had 
given them, but took it into new directions themselves. As Schrøder puts it  “The motivation 
dimension thus deals with the ‘link of relevance’ between the readers’ personal universe and 
the universe perceived to be presented by the text” (ibid, 12), and it is also here that we see 
the evaluative aspect come in play, as they do this not only with the products presented to 
them, but Syria in general (ibid). Whether this is a strength or a weakness depends on how 
you view it, and what the video wants to accomplish. On one hand VICE manages to touch 
people emotionally and discuss their product, but on the other hand the article in a much 
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larger degree managed to get them to talk about the entirety of the Syrian civil war, serving as 
a jumping board to the discussion. Before we even asked them to do so, they began 
comparing the article to the video, with Tina focusing especially on the connection between 
them because they both focus on humanitarian aid, albeit they go about it differently. This 
could either be because the article is not interesting enough in itself, because VICE simply 
takes the spotlight with its graphic images, or simply because the video was shown first. 
When asked if, after seeing what VICE is, they would seek this information out by 
themselves, Annette replied with a no, and included that she would not look for the article 
either. Of the four of them, she was the only one who did not read newspapers, and Hans said 
that the type of article would definitely be something he would run into while reading his 
news. Carsten said that if the sources are trustworthy, he would definitely seek it out, and Tina 
stated “I would definitely seek out more in depth information, to be mentally dressed for 
discussing with others”. One thing that was interesting to note was that Annette said “It takes 
a lot to actually look for these things, it’s much easier when someone sends it to you online, 
or if you watch it via TV”, and this itself sparked some discussion amongst the four of them. It 
would appear that for everyone but Carsten, convenience was an important factor when 
deciding which news to look at. In this sense, traditional news makes the decisions for you, as 
you know what to expect, and do not have to sift through the loads of information which 
might not be interesting to you if you just tried looking it up on the internet by yourself. They 
all agreed that they would definitely watch the clip if one of their friends sent it to them, but 
once more, except for Carsten, the type of journalism itself is not something that appeals to 
them when seeking information. We further tested this by asking if they would perhaps watch 
it if it were more convenient, and VICE aired on television like the local news, but even here 
it appeared that the appeal or awe of this type of news simply did not suffice. 
 
12. Discussion 
We will begin the discussion by going over what we found out in our analysis, specifically 
regarding the two groups. In referendum of the young group, it is safe to say that they were 
generally uninformed about our topic, and that watching the news and being informed in 
regards to world events were not important factors of their every-day life. We believe that this 
is one of the reasons for their positive reactions to the video. As they themselves said, the way 
the video was built up made it so that you did not need to know anything about Syria to get 
something out of it, whereas an article would assume that you were informed about it at least 
on a cursory level. So the youth was presented with something that, for them, was easily 
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digestible and raised interest for a particular topic. Although the video presented situations 
and information that they did not know about, none of them really felt that the goal of the 
video was to be informative, and saw it more as a cornerstone for looking up more things 
about Syria. Likewise the shock effect had an immense impact on the young group, so to 
clarify:   
1) The VICE video did not make them feel informed, but moved them emotionally with a heavy 
visual impact in terms of graphic scenes.  
2) The information it does provide felt easily digestible, and is a good starting point for 
whichever topic it is covering (in this case Syria). 
3) It does these things with a narrative that lasts as little as five minutes, thereby not 
requiring much commitment from the viewer. 
4) It presents itself in an opinionated narrative, not focused on an objective representation of 
reality, but rather an openly subjective perspective on reality.   
All four of these things are something which appealed to our 20-30 group, and as a control 
group, their feedback matched exactly that of the target demographic of VICE.  
In comparison to the article it is almost more interesting to look at what is not being said than 
what actually is. We mentioned earlier that their comparison to the video was not one we 
asked for, but one we received regardless. We had of course planned a comparison in our 
interview, but we received it before we actually got to this part. The 20-30 demographic were 
comparing the two as if they had been told that this was the objective of the conversation, we 
had not informed them of this. This generally means that the conversation was centered 
around preferences in media consumption, rather than the topic at hand. Although they had 
just read information on the situation in Syria and watched a video, which they themselves 
claimed was eye opening and made them want to know more, we were not having a 
conversation about the article which we had just given them, we were having a conversation 
on what is possible to achieve with different types of media. They were generally not very 
interested in discussing international news and instead led the conversation towards personal 
relation instead of discussing the actual topic. 
The fact that one of the products we presented was “just” an article, made it into something 
mundane and everyday, whereas the video with its narrative and graphic nature provoked a 
sense of guilt, and challenged their ignorance on the specific subject of Syria. This then leads 
to a reaction that usually results in them recognizing that ignorance is part of the problem, and 
that one of the solutions is sharing the video with others. Between the lines, this relates to a 
constant recognition of the fact that sharing information empowers said information and when 
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you interact and/or share a video such as the one made by VICE,  you become part of a 
process in which you elect which news sources you think matter.  
 
Before moving on to the older group, let us refresh what we stated in our hypothesis: We 
believed that VICE would be of interest to an older demographic, if they were exposed to it. 
Although the answer to this is not a simple true/false, it definitely seems that we were wrong 
in our assumptions. These are the points which we believe are the main reasons for their lack 
of enthusiasm regarding VICE: 
1) Vast prior knowledge about topic/world news compared to younger segment 
2) Shock value is not as appealing to them in regards to news 
3) The video initially raises doubt about trustworthiness 
4) The video raises analytical questions rather than causing immersion 
5) It does not promote sharing in as huge extent as the younger demographic 
Taking these points chronologically, beginning with the aspect of knowledge. When 
comparing the 50+ group to the younger one, it is immediately clear that the older group 
knows far more in regards to world news. Where the topic was merely known by the 20-30 
year olds, and they had to be prodded in order to tell us anything, the 50+ group only needed 
to be asked what they knew in order for them to kickstart a conversation about Syria both in a 
political and humanitarian sense. This could arguably be one of the reasons why VICE was 
not as appealing to them: The video presents a piece of news that can function as a stand-
alone product, which could be more rewarding if you are not thoroughly informed about the 
situation they are describing. Proof of this can be found in the fascination of the video shown 
by the younger group compared to the 50+ group. In this respect, the 50+ group were already 
laden with knowledge and opinions, and in spite of the graphic nature of the video, they did 
not feel like they were shown anything they did not already know. This brings us to the point 
of shock value. This particular aspect of VICE videos heavily relies on people not knowing a 
topic either entirely, or in the respect they are covering it in order for it to be effective, which 
also partly explains the 50+ demographics lack of enthusiasm for it. As stated, they claim to 
have seen it before, referring to the horrid images of the video, so it is not only the fact that 
they are more knowledgeable of the situation in Syria in general, but that they are somewhat 
saturated by these graphic images. It can be argued that simply by following the news 
regularly and living past the age of 50, one would be subject to images of a similar nature 
throughout the wars that have received news coverage. This of course further numbs you to 
the effects of shock value. It should be noted that Tina and Annette did seem to be slightly 
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more affected by this aspect of VICE than their male counterparts, and that all of them were 
emotionally moved by the video, but this leads to another thing altogether: The issue of 
trustworthiness. Carsten and Hans specifically noted that when something tried to move them 
through shock and strong images, they immediately became suspicious, and asked the 
question what exactly the specific product was trying to accomplish by this emotional 
manipulation. In comparison to the younger group who almost all took the video at face value 
due to the graphic nature and authenticity of it, the 50+ demographic showed initial 
skepticism for the exact same reason. This vastly differing reaction from the two groups is 
noteworthy, not because it has the result of the 50+ group disbelieving the video, because 
following the initial skepticism they all agreed that what was shown was the truth, but 
because it further emphasizes the somewhat negative reaction shock value has on an older 
demographic. This aspect of VICE is especially vital because it is part of what they use to 
create the interest and immersion that their type of journalism so focuses on. This is proven in 
the young group, where they let themselves be fully engulfed by the emotions the video 
provokes, and ask themselves how this video affects them. Once more this is not the case of 
the older group. The resulting conversation after watching the video had a much more 
analytical spect, where they asked what the video wanted to do, compared it to similar videos, 
talked about what it told about the situation in Syria etc. This was in particular the focus of 
Hans and Carsten, for although the women also had this approach, they did let themselves be 
slightly more immersed in the situation that VICE presents. With immersion being such an 
important part of VICE’s style of journalism, and the 50+ group instead taking an analytical 
approach to it means that the immersion fails to impact them in the way required for interest 
and relevance to take place. The relevancy factor is especially noteworthy when looking at 
how they approached the video in comparison to the article, for where the younger group felt 
that the video made them more interested in the article, thus forming a connection between 
the two, the 50+ group had different reactions altogether to the two, with very little 
comparison taking place. Showing them the article further emphasizes, even without them 
directly telling us, that VICE would not be how they would choose to inform themselves. This 
is seen when they comment on how they received their news and for which purpose: Through 
TV, newspapers and friends for two specific reasons, believing it is important to stay 
informed, and using this information as a cornerstone for discussion and conversation with 
their peers. Where VICE promoted an analytical view on their style of video, the article 
prompted a discussion which we believe is something akin to what the group of four would 
happen naturally among themselves. That would mean that to them VICE is somewhat 
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lacking not only in terms of information received but in relevance to what it provides for them 
in a social, personal context. They are not tempted in the same way to discuss a topic, where 
the article lets them do just that, as they in contrast to the younger group claim that the written 
word allows for reflection. The pacing in the video determines how long you have to think 
about what is shown before another thing appears, and the vivid pictures leave nothing to the 
imagination. For the young group this is a strength, but for the older group it is considered a 
weakness, at least in some respects. 
This in turn directly leads us to the last point we stated, the aspect of shareability. As we have 
mentioned before, VICE is reliant on being spread through sharing on social media, which it 
also achieves through especially their shock effect and choice of interesting topics. The young 
group all mentioned that they not only would look into more videos from VICE, but that they 
would share these videos with their friends, while the 50+ group did not mention that in the 
same sense. Shareability is the driving component of how news thrive on the internet and as 
previously done in this project the thought process can be described as follows:  
1) Is this information relevant for me? 
2) Is this information relevant for others? 
The young group felt that both of the questions were a definite yes, which means that in this 
demographic VICE has not only found people who are interested in their product for their 
own sake, but also want to share it with others, further spreading it among their peers. This 
differs from how the 50+ watch it, and shows why it does not reach out to this demographic. 
They do not see the information as being relevant to them, the why of which we have 
explained throughout the earlier four points, but it is noteworthy that they in no way dismiss 
the relevance the video might have for others, and in fact acknowledge and endorse the 
importance of it for people who do not have the knowledge they do. This means that they, 
theoretically, would share the video with people who they believed needed to know this, but 
that they would not label themselves and their peers as those in need. This means that VICE 
videos would not be shared among their own social circle, but instead presumably from the 
50+ demographic to the 20-30 demographic. Indeed, it should be noted that the fact that VICE 
partly uses social media to spread and that the majority of their content is located online is not 
a dissuading factor for the 50+ group, and that they would read/watch content from VICE if it 
were sent to them through this media. The difference is that none of them claimed they would 
share it with anyone in their age demographic. If we are to put this scenario into reality, we 
are left with a problem in terms of sharing the media, which perhaps also could answer why 
people in the 50+ group do not watch VICE already: They themselves say that the video is not 
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relevant for them, but they can see that it is relevant for others. However, VICE’s primary 
group is in the 20-30 range, this means that they would have to share the video to the 50+ 
group, who already do not relate to it. This creates a dead end where the shareability of the 
video is feasible, but unlikely. 
Finally, before we continue on to the conclusion there is one important thing to note. After we 
had conducted both of our interviews, we noticed a difference between the two groups in how 
they viewed the video which might be based on the specific topic of the Syrian war, and the 
graphic nature of the images, for although VICE does have a focus on the shock value of 
news, it does so in different ways depending on the topic they are covering. The younger 
demographic noted and commented on how they were surprised that VICE could in fact get to 
so close to these situations, and film it from a firsthand perspective, and that this type of 
journalism seemed like something new and refreshing, which is something they do with all of 
their topics. The 50+ demographic however put much of their focus on the nature of the 
images when stating that it was nothing unique, leading us to believe because the topic was 
about war and suffering, they immediately associated it with other types of horrifying videos 
and news stories from previous wars such as the Vietnam War for instance. This is to say that 
their saturation with the shock effect could be something that is purely in regards to the 
specific circumstance of war and suffering, believing they had seen all of this before, and that 
if we had picked another topic they would instead have noticed and appreciated the 
journalistic aspect of getting in close.  
 
13. Conclusion 
We asked ourselves how VICE reached their intended target group and why this would or 
would not be applicable to other target groups, specifically a much older demographic. Our 
hypothesis was that the older demographic would find VICE appealing when exposed to it on 
their premises, but in our study, this was not the case. We believe that preemptive knowledge 
was a major factor of this.This is because one of the main and recurring features of VICE 
videos is shock value, something which rapidly decreases in relevance the more preemptive 
knowledge you possess. At least in regards to the people we interviewed, it can be concluded 
that VICE depends on our lack of knowledge and to an extent, our ignorance in order for their 
videos to fully appeal to us. When it comes to the quality of the content however, there was a 
consensus in both focus groups that the topic, and way of covering said topic, had an innate 
value in and of itself and was important to know. This indicates that the 50+ group believes 
that what VICE does is relevant and is not solely focused on shock and awe, but merely uses 
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these effects to reach their demographic, and make them spread it further. In conclusion VICE 
either needs a more uncharted subject or a different approach if it wishes to reach out to the 
demographic we examined in our study. 
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14. Article - Becoming big on Youtube 
Do you want to start a Youtube channel, but don’t quite know where to begin, or is it simply 
that you aren’t getting the views you want? 
If so, stay a while and you just might end up that much wiser. 
Regardless of which type of Youtube channel you are setting out to create, you should ask 
yourself one question before doing anything else: Who is my target group, and how do I 
specifically appeal to them? Yes, the topic of your choice is of course important, and so is the 
angle of approach, the length of your videos, and what you do and don’t include, but it all 
leads back to how these things are best used to attract your chosen target group. You might of 
course ask whether or not the target group is merely a product of your chosen topic, and not 
the other way around, and there is definitely some truth in this. The safest thing to assume 
however, would be that these two factors determine and affect one another continuously, for 
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although you might choose a particular form of video you wish to do, this would most 
certainly be done with, at the very least, a vague idea of who you intend should watch it. 
In fact, even if it were not the case, a successful Youtube channel would still receive attention 
from a specific target group, and once this group is gained as followers, the tendency would 
be that you continue what you are doing to keep them interested. So yes, of course your topic 
is important, and of course most topics have a natural audience; gaming videos will attract 
gamers, book review videos will attract readers, but nonetheless, in order to stand out among 
the bazillion different videos out there, you need to identify your target group in a bit more 
detail than that. 
But how, you might ask, do you go about choosing your target group? There are two ways to 
go about this. The first is the beautifully simple way of letting your work decide for itself, and 
then building upon that. You may for instance immediately notice a certain age demographic 
flock to your attempt at podcasting brilliance, and notice that Youtubing is what you were 
born to do. But, let’s face it, we can’t all be the Johnny Depps of social media. Luckily, we 
don’t have to be, because there is a second, ancient, true and tested method: It’s called 
research! STOP! wait! Before you crumple this magazine up in pure frustration and toss it into 
the nearest trash bin, we can assure you that it’s not as bad as it sounds. First of all, there is a 
certain power associated with youtubing: You decide which target group you want, and which 
factors are important to you. Do you want your viewers to be in a specific age range? Do you 
want them to have a particular hobby? Should your video appeal to a certain gender? These 
are just some of the examples of attributes you may wish your viewers to possess, and once 
you have decided it’s time to find out how to reach them. This is where the so-called research 
takes place, and it’s quite simple when you think about it. If you’ve decided that your target 
group should be girls aged 16-19 who care about their looks, then a Youtube channel focusing 
on makeup-tutorials might be what you want to do. The matter of research the simply dictates 
that you figure out which of these types of videos are the most popular, and the replicating it 
to an extent, but adding something YOU think is important. Maybe it’s a sense of humor, 
maybe it’s something else - the point is to rise above the peasants and become something 
greater! 
 
But before you can begin your rockstar lifestyle of a youtuber, you need to think about one 
final thing: Quality. Most things you watch on tv or online will tell you that quality is all 
about having lots of money to spend on pretty actors and awesome effects, we say lies! Think 
of the funniest videos you know, has one of them ever been in the “funny cat video” “fat kid 
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gets hurt” (mean!), or anything on Vinescope? If the answer is yes, then we proved 
Hollywood wrong. Quality goes hand in hand with research and experience. If you keep 
researching before making your videos you will also learn how to reach your target group 
better. Quality can also be something that destroys your confidence, so give yourself a break. 
Of course it’s a good thing to watch your videos a few times before uploading them and ask: 
Could i make this better, will this be funnier if it’s shorter? And a great way to test it is to 
have your friends watch it. If you’re expecting to reach dads in the 40-50 y.o demographic 
however, you might not want to make your friends the ones who decide how funny it is. 
TL:DR, uploading videos should be something you enjoy, but we guarantee you it will be a 
lot more fun for you if you can see others enjoy it with you, research and quality assurance is 
the best way to make that happen, now get out there and make us proud Peter Jackson!  
 
15. Synopsis 
In relation to our project 
After having written about VICE and news media, what struck us as interesting was the 
notion of target demographics, and it is this aspect we wished to convey in our article. The 
source of inspiration for this article is in VICE and their general way of capturing their 
audience. This is something they do in all of their media and their ability to capture any topic 
be it, political, cultural or even academic and turn it into something intriguing and 
entertaining is phenomenal. This to do with their informal writing style on even the most 
serious topics, and it is exactly this journalistic process we try to capture and replicate. 
Although we do not specifically touch upon VICE or news media, we do address the the 
social media site Youtube, and the importance of target groups, which is vital consideration in 
any any media. 
 
Target group 
Here it is undeniable that things become a tiny bit “meta” so to speak, as we are choosing a 
target group to talk to about target groups. Our article addresses teenagers between the age of 
16-19, who are also attending high school. The target group is not gender specific, but tries to 
capture an audience which is interested in social media (which can be assumed that most 
teenagers are), specifically the site Youtube. The article targets both teenagers who consider 
themselves regular Youtube uploaders, and ones who are considering to start. 
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Publication 
The article should be published in a teen magazine. These are often seen at high schools, and 
cover a range of topics that are seen as interesting by this demographic, such as music, 
clothes, personal  
stories etc. An example of this is the magazine called Chili.  
 
Intended effect 
The article addresses a common misconception in video uploading which it assumes also is 
relevant for its demographic: That video uploading is explicitly about self expression. It does 
not seek to limit the youth’s creative premises in this sense, but simply addresses the fact that 
attention towards content is reached at a faster rate when the uploader is consciously thinking 
about the fact that other people have to find the content uploaded, relatable. The language 
used is not of an academic nature, but it is neither needlessly simple, as it is important to not 
patronize especially this age group. Humor is used throughout the article to make it more 
interesting, and also make it fit with what is usually in these teen magazines.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
